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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	Determining the engineering properties of Apple Ber fruit (Ziziphus mauritiana) provides essential information for the design and optimization of equipment used in the handling, processing and storage of horticultural products. The study makes an important contribution to the completion of the existing knowledge base and the standardization of technological parameters for tropical fruits. The results can be used by researchers and engineers in the development of machines and processes adapted to the physico-mechanical characteristics of Apple Ber fruits, reducing post-harvest losses. Thus, the work has a direct impact on increasing industrial efficiency and sustainable capitalization of this agri-food resource.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately reflects the primary theme of the study
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is solid from an informative point of view. A sentence about the importance of the study (for example, why these properties are relevant for the food industry or the region under study) would be useful. The conclusion can be clearer and more focused on the scientific contribution. The expression" starting point for further research” is unclear, a scientific conclusion should highlight what exactly has been demonstrated concretely.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates scientific validity; however, it requires modifications to enhance clarity, methodological transparency, and coherence between the title, objectives, and conclusions.
An engineering interpretation should be added: 
How dimensions influence the design of sorting machines?
What relevance does compressive strength have for packaging and transportation?
How thermal properties can be used in drying or refrigeration processes?
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The English quality of the article is generally suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Some observations:

Material and methods:

- The number of samples analyzed is not clear (point 2.1.3 mentions 10 samples, point 3.1. mentions 20 samples);

- It is necessary to mention the storage and testing conditions (temperature, relative humidity);

- clearly complete the method used to determine the properties

Result and discussion:

- It would be more correct to express the density in g/cm³. It is recommended to use the international system (SI), for engineering consistency. Add a clear methodological section with samples, instruments, temperature, SI units. 

- Relationships between properties and applications should be interpreted (for example, how sphericity influences sorting performance).

The conclusions should include what was found numerically or comparatively (even if briefly). Reformulate the conclusions so that they express a clear contribution.
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